DOCUMENT RESUME-

ED 158 793

v "JC 780 450 -
AUTHOR Gurley, Jay - ' R e :
TITLE . The Effects of Varied Instruction in Developmental
) '~ Writing on the ®chievement of ‘Selected Groups of
, Community College Students. -
NOTE ' 14 p. )
EDRS PRICE - MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage. | - .
DESCRIPTORS Basic Skills; *Cognitive Style; Ccmmunity Colleges;
: *Conventional Instruction; *Experimeqtal Teaching;
Independent Study; *Junior Colleges; Junior cCollege
Students; Multimedia Instruction¥ Programed
Instruction; Remedial Instruction; Small Group
. Instruction; Teaching Methods; *Writing Skills - -
IDENTIFIERS - McGraw Hill Basic $Skills Systenm . '
ABSTRACT - "

. This’ study '‘attempted to determine the comparative
effects ‘of alternative instructional methods on the achievement of -
selected coamunity college students. The study divided 175 students
enrolled in a developmental writing course into expeiimental_and : s
control groups. Experimental students we arated inta two '
sub-groups: those.involved in independent study: those in small
group instruction. Controls received traditional inst bic
and night sessions. Students with low pre-test scores on _
McGraw-Hill Basic Skills System and who indicated strong f ily or -
associate influences received small group instruction. Indepwspdent c
study participants used programmed textbooks, audio tapes, -an e
supporting materials emphasizing behavioral cbjectives. Results’

indicated that regardless of mental ability and reading comprehen®ion
abilities, independent study group students achieved less overhlg

than small grcup or traditional instruction studqg:ii traditional

instruction proved most effective in ‘night classe and -females and-

.younger (18-23) students showed greater achievement, However, the .

combined results of bot% experimental groups ccmpared to control

findings established no 'significant differences. (TR)
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. ) ) - i ) - . . EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
g INTRODUCTION . - o o
N : .
2N B Arguments about the quallty of 1nstruct10n and edu-
o
e catlon have pérs1sted for years. Most of these, however; have
E?: been unproductive and,"ln some.cases,,counterbroductive. Coﬁ— P
. . £
o] .
— mon agreement has arisen in recent years among postsecondary
() ‘ : : - \ :
Led educators by citing that curriculum which is limited and
I

' “shallow is inadequate. ' In addition, .courses and programs

' o . '
~ N -
. “ N

%1 offered should be dependent on the needs'andiinterests of
the people. and institutions, not on tradition\and so-called

"normal,”'coliege-level programs (Gleazer, 1973).

The dream for ‘a hetter life in America has long been

associated with the opportunities afforded those who haﬁe

" been able to attehd institutions: of hlgher learnlng - According-
to Losak (1973), the challenge of the dream res1des with

. the student ‘who- arrives to the campus academ1cally under-

£

.-prepared and wha enrolls desplte long years of academ1c frus—

tratlon and&even fallure ‘ . N

Much of the 11terature has descr1bed the effects

of allgning learnlng styles of students w1th 1nstruct10n%r/

styles of teachers~ Mosf of the f1nd1ngs nowever suggest

that there is 11ttle d1fference in student achlevement when .
. s . -
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'd1fferent methodsaof 1nstruct10n are used, but there is

v

substantlallev1dence that attr1tlon rates are reduced "

- L

among those who experlence a Varléty of instructional me-

.

In order to collect 1nforma¥10n on methods and

technlques of 1nstruct10n most, frequently used in teachlng

,communlty college students Kelley and Wilbur (1970) rated oo

.3

‘the”’ 1esponses from a group of 118 communlty college ' specral-

ists.' These respondents were’ representatlve of the maJor

~curr1cular areas w1th1n the communlty college. The methods

independent study group performed equally/as well as . those e

in community college curr1culum and 1nstructlon was to

the group_were-programmed learni

employed most often in their curr1cular areas included dis-

"cu3s10n technlques writfen exams” textbooks lectures, and.
] [

1nd1V1dual student conferences Those methods receiving

" A

only average rat1ngs were audio—vﬁsual.aids; observation

RN

objective examinations;.and’team%feaChing Rated lowest by
g

r, field trlps and teachlng

'bV television as preferred teach1ng methods f S e

Murdock s study (1973) of 241 subJects in a Maryland

community college compared the effects of 1ndependent study,

lecture, and discussion technlques on achlevement of! students

. in freshman compoSition F1nd1ngs were determlned through the

use of standardlzed 1nstruments -“essay tests 'and a student d

-

satlsfactlon questlonnalre were that studénts ass1gned to the

’

} -~
"
i

1nvolved in lecture and d1scuss10n L ;'ﬂ' Fas

0

.

The present study, der1ved from prev1ous endeaéors

o

.
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determlne the comparatlve effects of various 1nstructlonal

j - Y . v
=methods on “the achlevement in developmental wr1t1ng of se- o

lected groups of communlty college students It was further
"des1gned to compare the effects of 1ndependent study and

small ggoup 1nstructlon (treatment) w1th_trad1tlonal in-

)

- . structioh (control)fon the achieVeﬁehtpof-college students-.
e&%olled'in‘developmental wrlting. Also the study com-

’ pared the groups cons1der1ng 1ntelllgence as. a function,
The present study 1ncluded two treatment groups-

.and-two control groups. Condltlons, such as length of class

time, classroom $pace, and behavioral objectives, twere the

_same for all“groups. Qualifications+of the instructional
staff (a total of Six) for all'groups were comparable in

. v L

) ' - terms of\degrees“hel and. length of prior work exper1ence
5 .

dlrectly related to lnstructlon in developmental writing.

. M d & ~ - s
" ’ :
el . c - . .

.~ METHOD \ 2 - I ,
. I E— o
An

‘Y;/ - \experimsht?l study was conducted whfch ihcludea.
an original\sample off208 community college studehts who Mf,
qere’ehrolléd ;n;their:first year or course work, either
;ullftime~or\pért}tlme; Because several students dropped
howeyer,;only\174'were adtual part1c1pants in the study.

i \

P : o ,

T ‘In-the five-deslgnated class sectlons of developmental writ-

f {f ing, four were taught during the day, and one was taught at

o~ \ ; Q’

! " | night. The subJects were not selected at random because onl&
o ! ‘ . T 9“\

S one:. 1nst1tutlon was 1ncIuded in the study, “and the entire

\

sample was in° developmental studles at the urban communlty

* B o .
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Al
college.

The experimental groyp (two sections) was divided

L

into two sub-groups, thirty-five students inﬁ;§ ed in inde-

péndent study and thlrty six involved in smal group instruc-

‘tion. The control group with s1xty students was. ¥he section

taught ak nlght, and the other control group wlth ﬁorty-
four membersdwas taught during the-day. Aﬂ'equivglent'

“amount of time devoted to actual instruction Was maintaineddz
. : N

in each group. ' There were two experimentalhgroup teachers
and three for each of the control groups. -

- PROCEDURE | - PR -
Students who had completed registration and werﬁ '

~enrolled in developmental writing during the fallﬁterm were o
K A . ‘ .

) -administered a series of instruments. The program d1rector

was respons1ble for administering the McGraw Hill Basic' Skllls

System: Writing Test; the Diagnostlc Paragraph Test; and an, }L>

.adapted vers1on of the Cogn1t1ve Style Mapplng Booklet during

regular class time to all- groups

. : - ’ ) .
// : The results from the adapted version of the Cogn&tlve .

Style Mapplng Booklet were used in determining the modes of

:1nstruction (1ndependent study or small group-Lnstruction)' .
,bapproprlate for students in the treatment groups For example

if a student perceivet h1mself or herself" as hav1ng a visual-
llngulst1C»or1entatlon, or}T(VL), and'”famlly ’or’ "associate"

influenCes,'he or she was placed in a small'group for instruc-

“tion. On the other hand, if:a_student displayed, accordfng



’

to the ma results- an audjtor lln ulstlc or1entat10n or
p “% y- g

4 ) 3 N B

¥ o T(AL) and an 1nd1v1dua11ty 1nfluenCe, he .was ass1gned to

an 1ndependent study group Small group 1nstrudllon wés pro-

L

" vided for those students rece1v1ng low pretest scgres on the

' flv-\?akptlng test" and fgr those 1nd1cat1ng that they were ihflu-
5 .
\\enced by assoc1ates or famlly ZIndependent study students SN

.
.
[}

utilized pfogrammed textbooks, "audio tbpes,land support ng
_ ) : . b 4

materials » -including behaVioral‘object es. Students n. small

»

. N\ group lnSthCtl@n were afforded tutorlngﬂdurlng class time

'<4 /j‘ ~and were’ superyﬁsed closely by aoteam of teachdrs The control
BT groups hoth’thz day class and nlght class received tradl—z

% * tlonal 1nstructlon (lecture and class d1scuss1on) V$§V) : ‘;;

e Q Scoreg on the McGraw Hill Bas1c”Skllls System 'arltlng

NI

strate e%%her gilns or losses in achlevement 1n development

.4 .
wrltlng at the end of the semester“ Also the Ot1s gulc -~$?

—
§Eor1ng Menta~1Ab111terest Form FM was, adm1n1stered to all

B ' Test and’ on the Dlagnostlc Paragraph Test were used to demo '
:Zg

‘searcher durlng the.last week of t term

e groups by the

I the

~
¢

- the analys s of covar1anoe technlque was employed

>

F test was s1gn1f1cant the t- test was .used to. determlne the’

]
~ Y
e L

rec1se locatlon of the 31gn1flcance; The .05 level of s1g— <

'y

n1f1canceawas used as the point at wh1ch ‘to’ reJect the null

2 hypotheses RN - : .

é " ‘ . N ’ - ) At
ANALYSTS_AND RESULTS ' . ¢ | Sy

Y T

The major hypothes1s o} he study was that there was

>
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'(Z - ne significant difference in achievementain'developmental
“ .
'writing skills between grdups of community collegeastudents
who received alternative‘(varied) modes of instruction and
1 ' those who did not. The scores of. those enrolled in the treat:
ment group were compared with those in the control group on
both the writing test and the d1agnost1c paragraph test. -
While the resulting F .ratio failed to reach‘the required level
of significance,at .05{uthe paragraph test did - result in a
significant difference. The following table with ‘that

information follows. Hence ﬁhe maJor hypothes1s of the'

study was reJected on the basis of the data revealed. \
B Table 1 =
Application of Analys1s of: Covariance to Scores . '\ .

on the Diagnostic Paragraph Test for :
Experimental and Control .Groups -

Te % . ) " - . ) . \
Source of . - ' SR o <
Variation df = 8§ . MSs ~ F P
Groups .’ - .. 1- 924.79 924179 . 5.02% .03
Within-. . ° 172 31,653.19 ~184.03 ‘

*Significant at the .05 level
When scores of the two groups (treatment and, control)
' by

were compared using the same 1nstrument the F value and - o e
[ -

"_

t-tests revealed that a s1gn1f1cant d1fferenc§ ‘existed among

r v ? . . P
- LA

groups. ‘ Thus, mall&gvoup 1nstruction was superior to 1nde-

} L . » .
-~ . pendent study, independent study was less effectiwé than . 5
T s ) S s ’ . ' /;' p"'c'
. u‘\-" Pl ’ - T : '
O ‘ ‘ : : P ' . / . : . R s .
: ) ” ’ . c_'/‘-. ) . e
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either night or day traditional instruction, and it was de-
termined to be, as an instructionkl form, significantly in- .
ferior when compared"to other options in developing the

. wr1t1ng skills of communlty college students The follow1ng

W

table on page 7 deplcts the results that reJected the sub-

‘ R4

hypothes1s that there would be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference be-

/ vj; - tﬁfen'the treatment groups and the control groups,

F '\\' .. 7N ‘Table 2 . .
Appllcatlon of Analys1s of,Covarlance to Scores
on the Diagnostic Paragraph Test for Each
of the Experimental and Control Groups.

Source of - - ) S

Variation = df © $S ' Mss - F P
- . . S o ~
‘ ) - T -/‘.. ] » ) .
Modes of . e e )
Instructlon 3 1,731.04 - 577.01 ,3.18% .03

Within 4 170 30,846.94° % 181,45 -
. . , g/ , '.. ‘ - B ‘ ) - B p
” *Significant at the .05 level ' S

In anwattempt to determine if there were d1fferences
i;,‘ . between the treatment groﬁps and &he\cOntrol groups as mental v
ablllty relates to dnglopmental yriting skills, no s1gn1f1cant
d1fferences were 1dent1fied stat1st1cally However,,b; estab-
= ?ll§h1ng three levels of intelllgence highest (96 and over),

AVY
edium_(81-95), and lowest (80 and below) and comparlng methods !

5 L o
of .instruction with each levey/lt occurred that t%e low intelli-
| B = C o
gefice group’was most effected.',Ih{svwas d1sclosed when mean
scores on'the McGraw-Hill Basic Skills System: Writing Test:\\\\\
-4 ‘-"'_,; - . | ! S ‘ ‘ ) }" " > -.‘
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3 . i i

,were compared byfgrbup: The data (see F'gUre‘ﬁi page 9) sug-

S ‘ gested that small group, instruction was the least effeective

method,for teaching low-ahility communitx\co&lege students

-

- writing skills< however, when thQ.total\group comparisons were

. ¥ ‘ o
conddCted by analysis of covariance, no statistically signf-
L L '_ . ) \ ¢

f1cant differences occurred. . ":/%/ _ '

P .

Other c0mpar%sons of means 1nd1cated that no signifi-

fcant d1fferences~e31sted betﬁeen groups when the subjects

"were .classified by level of intelligence on the Otis Qulck- \i

“‘: Scoring Mental Ability Test and in writing ability on the o

‘Diagnostic Paragraph Test. As.illustrated (Figure 2,‘pageu10)

the method of instruction used -had a greater effect on the»
o performance of the low- alelty group than on any of the others

Most obvious were the ef] %cts of tradltlonal 1nstructlon on
« 4
. the number of errors made by the day group as compared with }

N

those made by the.night group. The data revea{ha that tradi-

tional instruction offered- dur1ng the day was less effectlve
. J ,."‘

' than- that offeresl at night. When total group compar1sons
- were made by the ‘analysis of covafTance technlque ,no-31gni-
’ f1cant differences existed “between the experlmental and con-

F . -

y ’ trol ggeups wrltlng achlevement when the students were -
+ . N

/
7

compared accg;dlng tQ,mental ab111ty o ’ // . .

" In summary of the results’ the analys1s designated
tha“ students in the 1ndependent study group (treatmentk were
» . ’ ’ ’ P
lesg competent il overall achievement of‘mriting.skills than
were those studeétsf;ho received small'groupvinstruction |
i\ K Y(treatment) and traditional/iystruCtion (control). " However,

. N . .
- - o

. . . : M = .. ) . '53
.. o , . 8 .
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.'tabllshed Lo “"}Lf‘}ifgr

"‘f»<4*~13 Tradltlonah 1nstructr9

o mofe effect1ve than trad1t1onal 1n

P . L b . - .
. . - o )

\"

when the comb1ned experlmental groups were compared with the

comblned éontrol groups no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were es-

' . . . w0

g . . . oo, - - 4

SUMMARY 'AND CONCLUSIONS e

The follow1ng conclus1ons may be appllcable to sub—

Jects s1mllar to those who partLC1pated in the present study
1. Groups of” communlty college students who are ' .
Q&nrolled 1n;developmental wrlt}ng and who are engaged in in-
dependent study learn/less ‘than students 1nvolved 1n‘small
group or traditlonal'lnstructlon . f _fd;v
QZ.j_In general small‘group 1nstructlon is more ef—

4 .-

fectlve tha elther 1ndependent s \jy or trad tlonal instruc-

txpn ”h\lmpr0V1ng developmental wr't ng skllls N ',‘

used ‘in n1ght classes 1s

s
’

tructlon offered durlng’

the day in 1mprov1ngvdevelopmental wr1t1ng SklllS 'Vﬁfff *'Qf~

- 4. nGroups of communlty college students w1th dlffer-

ent men;al abrlltles achleve nq’ more in developmental wr1t1ng

ey ©

when engaged 4an 1ndepenﬁent study than those students 1nvolved»

L
N

nfsmall group. or tradltlonab instruction. o

‘At the conclusion of the course in develop/ental
writing, the students were asked to evaluate&their insf/uctlon
S
«and the course in general Overall the stu

>

1nstructlonal methods and the course W1th a degree of pos1t1—

vism. One of the students WIot: | "I may Aot be able to write

very ell but for the f1rst t1me l think T can!"—'lt mﬁgfabei

() . - -

. -
V . . .’ . - -
' )

.t\g

. ,
- . .. ! . Lo . i .
. . . - . « .9
L4 i . . N . N4 :
. o . . N X . B

ents assessed the

v



o : - L . \(:1. o .. S
‘)recognized'frdm that kind of remark that'the self-confidence of

« the students was“’nbénced and the1r feellngs aboug thelr wr1t1ng

F.
.’, _ ab111t1es improved. g T . ‘; . 4( _ -
. oL :
| By -sim-ltﬁfr pr'o,grams in higher education leaders hay
';ggg§ be closer to méetlng the real needs and goals of. students from
e aMXarlety gt backgrounds than ever before It~1s reallzed that
j g ‘ 'vnew'attempts are being 1n1t1ated to meet those needs;.thus;’
o 'higher,eddcation may be moving toward the programmatlc ideals

3

) ,: rwhichlhaVe been long overdue. - -
. . &G -
In light of the present study, spec1f1c trends, are T
fo/eseen < (1) greater attempts by colleges are be1ng made to

*@ yersonalize 1nstruct10n (2) an 1ncreased emphas1s is be1ng
I

placed 39 competency bas@%%instructlon (3) a renewed aware-

.t - A .
‘...* - ' ness has occurred in Improving ?ﬁstructlonal methods (4) an

L=

, . effort to accomm date students mlth quallty educatlon is
being promoted desplte the students prlor educatlonal eXperfa
ences; and (5) a prospect of colleges serv1ng a broader .spec-

«
. . ~

s trum of the communlty now eXlsts

. . N * - ! ’ v‘/"xl
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